Relationship Findings Source
Demands and resources influence burnout directly Brough et al. 2013 (Chinese sample); Crawford et al. 2010; Hakanen et al. 2008; Maslach and Leiter 2008; Schaufeli et al. 2009b Resources moderate demands-burnout relationship Bakker et al. 2010; Brough et al. 2013 (Australian sample); van Emmerik et al. 2009 Resources moderate demands-burnout relationship and direct effect for resources de Rijk et al. 1998; Kahn and Byosiere 1992; Koeske et al. 1993 No moderation Xanthopoulou et al. 2007 No moderation but direct effect for resources on burnout Bakker et al. 2004 Job resources and job demands partially mediate the relationship between person resources and burnout Consiglio et al. 2013 Job demands mediate the relationship between person demands and exhaustion and/or burnout Guglielmi et al. 2012; Schaufeli et al. 2009a; Taris et al. 2012 Job resources mediate the relationship between person resources and burnout Guglielmi et al. 2012 Person resources mediate the relationship between job resources and exhaustion Xanthopoulou et al. 2007 Appendix D I have felt that the amount of work I've done has interfered with how well it was done.
7
I have felt that the number of requests, complaints, or problems I dealt with was more than expected. Turn-Away Intention Meyer et al. 1993 Think about your place in the IT profession… 7 I intend to continue working in the IT profession until I retire. (R) 7 I expect to work in a career other than IT sometime in the future. 7
I frequently think about getting out of the IT profession. 7
It is likely that I will soon explore career opportunities outside of the IT profession.
5 indicates use of a 5-point Likert scale with "very slightly or not at all" and "extremely" as anchors. 7 indicates use of a seven-point Likert scale with "strongly disagree" and "strongly agree" an anchors. *Indicates eliminated item.
Appendix E Model Validation
Before examining the path model, general information (means, standard deviations, and correlations) about the model constructs was evaluated in SPSS (see Table E1 ). In order to ensure there were no issues with multicollinearity, the variance inflation factor (VIF) values for all of the constructs were calculated and found to be well below the acceptable threshold of 10.0 (Neter et al. 1990 ) (between 1.14 and 1.69 We also analyzed the data for outliers and none were found. SmartPLS was used to examine the proposed path model. We began with a review of the individual items and factor structure in a confirmatory factor analysis (see Table E2 ). Problems with high cross loadings indicated that a few of the items should be removed (removed items are noted in Appendix D with an asterisk). These items were deleted prior to performing the remaining measurement assessments.
Reliability results are provided in Table E3 . Cronbach's α for each construct was well above the recommended value of .70 (Hair et al. 2006) and ranged from 0.865 (ACISP) to 0.943 (CFC). Composite reliability ranged from 0.903 (ACISP) to 0.959 (CFC). Each construct's average variance extracted (AVE) exceeded 0.50 (Chin 1998; Fornell and Larcker 1981) , and ranged from 0.623 (negative affectivity) to 0.853 (CFC), satisfying the requirement for convergent validity.
To evaluate the discriminant validity of the constructs, the approach recommended by Fornell and Larcker (1981) was utilized. Table E4 provides the data and indicates that the construct's AVE is greater than the squared correlation between each pair of constructs in the model.
"Common methods bias is the magnitude of the discrepancies between the observed and the true relationships between constructs that results from common methods variance" (Doty and Glick 1998, p. 36) . To address potential common methods bias in the survey design, we included reverse-scored items to reduce compliance problems (Lindell and Whitney 2001) . We assessed the extent of common methods variance (CMV) in the data with two tests. First, we performed Harmon's one factor test (Podsakoff and Organ 1986) by including all reflective items in a principal components factor analysis. The results revealed eight factors with no single factor accounting for a majority of variance (i.e., the largest factor variance was 30.2%), suggesting no substantial CMV among the scales. We then followed the procedure recommended by Podsakoff et al. (2003) which specifies that, in addition to theoretical constructs, a common methods construct (that includes all the indicators) be used in the empirical research model. We assessed the variance explained by the common methods construct relative to the variance explained by the substantive constructs. As shown in Table E5 , the average variance explained by the substantive constructs is 0.73 while the average variance explained by the common methods construct is 0.30. Taken together, these analyses indicate that common methods bias did not significantly affect our results.
1b. Of those experiences, what was the frequency with which you felt emotionally drained from your work? (Likert frequency scale Of the total number of organizations for which you have worked as an IT professional, in how many of those did you experience feeling that your job responsibilities were fair? 3b. Of those experiences, what was the frequency with which you felt your job responsibilities were fair? (Likert frequency scale: never, seldom, sometimes, often, very often) 4. Considering the various jobs I have had and organizations that I worked for over my IT career, I experienced a persistent feeling that my workload has been fair. (Seven-point Likert scale: strongly disagree/strongly agree) 4a. Of the total number of organizations for which you have worked as an IT professional, in how many of those did you experience feeling that your workload was fair? 4b. Of those experiences, what was the frequency with which you felt your workload was fair? (Likert frequency scale: never, seldom, sometimes, often, very often) 5. Considering the various jobs I have had and organizations that I worked for over my IT career, I experienced a persistent feeling that the rewards I received have been fair. (Seven-point Likert scale: strongly disagree/strongly agree) 5a. Of the total number of organizations for which you have worked as an IT professional, in how many did you experience feeling that the rewards you received were fair? 5b. Of those experiences, what was the frequency with which you felt the rewards you received were fair? (Likert frequency scale: never, seldom, sometimes, often, very often)
